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Sir: 

The following remarks are submitted in response to the Examiner's Statement of Reasons 
for Allowance included in the Notice of Allowability dated November 28, 2007 in the above- 
identified application. 



REMARKS 

Applicants have reviewed the Examiner's Statement of Reasons for Allowance 
(hereinafter "Statement") given on pages 2-5 of the November 28, 2007 Notice of Allowability. 
Based on this review, it appears that certain aspects of the Statement may be viewed as 
mischaracterizing the scope of the allowed claims. 

For example, on page 2, last paragraph, the Examiner states that each independent claim 
identifies uniquely distinct features quoted by the Examiner. Although the quoted text is present 
in independent claims 1 and 14, the quoted text is not present in independent claim 8. 

Moreover, on pages 3-4, the Examiner identifies each of three independent references as 
being "the closest prior art." It is logically impossible for a plurality of independent references 
to each be "the closest prior art." 

Furthermore, in describing each of these references, the Examiner states that the 
reference fails to "anticipate or render the claimed limitation of creating an identification tag by 
performing a cryptographic function wherein the function of the document is a hash function." 

Applicants respectfully note that the independent claims do not include the limitation 
recited by the Examiner. Rather, independent claims 1, 8 and 14 recite limitations wherein an 
identification tag is created or calculated by performing a cryptographic function on a function of 
the document and a unique processor identifier. Dependent claims 2, 9 and 15 recite limitations 
wherein the function of the document is a hash function. 
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In summary, Applicants believe that each of claims 1-20 is allowable because the 
particular limitations thereof are not taught or suggested by the prior art of record. To the extent 
that the Statement includes language which does not accurately reflect the claim limitations or 
attempts to characterize the prior art in a manner inconsistent with prior responses filed by 
Applications, the Statement is respectfully traversed. 



Respectfully submitted, 

Date: November 30, 2007 ^^^--^Joseph B. Ryan 
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